The goals of value-based payment models for joint replacement surgery are to incentivize care coordination, reward centers that meet certain performance benchmarks, and discourage use of low-value treatments. Owing to the success of the Bundled Payments for Care Improvement pilot, the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services implemented Comprehensive Care for Joint Replacement (CJR), a mandatory bundled-payment program, in 67 metropolitan areas. The goal of CJR is to have institutions coordinate care and reduce unnecessary variance in outcomes and overall costs across hospitals and geographic regions. The program seeks to reward hospitals for providing high-value care and penalize them for postoperative complications, readmissions, and higher-than-expected costs.

Institutions need ways to translate value-based care models into everyday orthopaedic practice, and orthopaedic surgeons should have information available to them about patient- and system-level results as well as treatment costs to influence clinical decision making. Institutional leadership involving proscriptive guidelines and restrictions tends to disenfranchise surgeons, and may not account for the unique needs of different patients and communities \[[@R4]\]. Increasing surgeons' awareness of their own performance to reduce variation with respect to clinical outcomes such as length of stay, discharge disposition, readmission, patient experience and episode costs may more effectively increase value, professional engagement, and collaboration.

In response to the finding that orthopaedic surgeons are often unaware of the costs associated with total joint replacement procedures \[[@R2]\], Seton Medical Center Austin in Austin, TX, USA worked with Dell Medical School to create an unblinded monthly surgeon value scorecard (SVS) for hip and knee arthroplasty. Each SVS summarized a rolling 6-month view of clinical and financial results by surgeon from their patients undergoing primary THA or TKA. Participating surgeons worked together to develop definitions and measurement techniques for the desired metrics, which comprised five categories: Patient demographics, clinical measures (length of stay, discharge disposition, readmissions, complications, and adherence to standardized care pathways), patient experience, financial costs, and operational metrics (including duration of surgery, total time spent in the operating room, and time spent in post-anesthesia care unit). The results were associated with each surgeon by name in an unblinded fashion and reviewed at monthly interdisciplinary meetings where surgeons and clinical and administrative staff discussed their observations and opportunities for improvement.

One important characteristic of the SVS is its primary focus on outcomes and costs rather than process measures. When pursuing performance improvement efforts, it is easy to become mired in the detailed analysis of everyday workflows and decisions of unknown importance. A better strategy is to identify the metrics that matter most to patients and their providers. By including outcomes data (such as complication rates) in addition to process measures (such as adherence to care pathways and duration of surgery), the SVS design allowed for surgeons to experiment with changes to their processes without a burdensome degree of measurement, while keeping their focus on the ultimate priorities---their patients' health and the resources available to care for them.

Another central feature of the SVS is that it combined clinical and cost data. Assessing one in the absence of the other would severely limit the utility of both. Surgeons could be assured that their efforts to contain costs were not adversely affecting their patients' clinical results, and that their efforts were not adversely impacting their care-episode costs. We also monitored demographics and Charlson Comorbidity Indices for every patient, and confirmed retrospectively that they were similar for surgeons at the start and in the tenth cycle of the SVS, to minimize concerns about invalid comparisons due to lack of risk adjustment. We recommend including this type of monitoring to ensure that surgeons are not rewarded for cherry-picking only the healthiest patients rather than objectively assessing the risks and benefits of surgery for each patient as an individual.

Potentially the most important aspect of the SVS implementation process is that it was unblinded. Prior research has shown that exposing physicians to cost data alone is not sufficient to change practice \[[@R3]\]. In our model, surgeons also saw data from other surgeons in the practice, providing a high degree of accountability with their peers. The in-person monthly reviews also provided an outlet for brainstorming and sharing of best practices. In comparing surgeons' outcomes with their own and those of their peers rather than a national standard, it also allowed for flexibility and customization of practice in response to the unique needs of the local population.

Preliminary results of the SVS have been promising. In comparing patient cohorts from the first cycle of the SVS to one 10 months later, costs were considerably lower with no detrimental impact on clinical outcomes. Prior research has shown that a surgeon scorecard was effective in general surgery at reducing operating room supply costs at the service line level when provided along with a financial incentive \[[@R5]\]. Our early experience with the SVS in total joint arthroplasty suggests that unblinded sharing of cost and clinical outcomes data can achieve similar results in orthopaedic surgery, even in the absence of a direct financial incentive (unpublished institutional data).

Arthroplasty is a good starting point for piloting the SVS because primary total joint replacement is a high-volume procedure with a relatively homogenous patient population that lends itself to standardization, with implant choice, length of stay, and postacute care services accounting for a substantial amount of the variation and total episode cost. These aspects make it possible for small changes and reduction in variation to have a large and measurable effect during a relatively short period of time. Surgeon comparisons in other areas of orthopaedics also are possible, but they are more complex than in total joint replacement because of heterogeneity in patient populations and procedures.

At our institution, engaging surgeons in creating the SVS and agreeing to its parameters ahead of time was critical to our success. All stakeholders were prepared for the process and invested in the results. Exporting similar initiatives to other institutions will require paying close attention to the local culture and ensuring buy-in from all stakeholders ahead of time. By doing this, surgeons can actively integrate their knowledge and expertise into performance improvement opportunities, rather than these realms existing in opposition to one another.

Asking surgeons to participate in an unblinded assessment of their costs and clinical outcomes may not be feasible at every institution. In a recently published multisite study of a similar quality improvement collaboration, only five of 13 institutions involved were compliant with the protocol, and only a fraction of eligible patients was initially submitted to be included in the analysis \[[@R1]\]. In some practice environments, this level of disclosure may be viewed as intrusive. Physicians may have an initial distaste as they fear the data could be used against them. The adoption of a SVS requires an initial culture of mutual support, respect, and continuous learning to ensure that the process helps build interprofessional bonds rather than eroding them. This culture must extend to include trust between surgeons and hospital leadership in order to avoid the possibility of---or fears about---results affecting distribution of institutional backing. It also requires administrative support, as there are resources required to collect, analyze, and maintain this data. Institutions large enough that not all surgeons have close working relationships might do well to subdivide surgeons into smaller groups (eg, by practice location), and smaller institutions may choose to collect and compare a smaller number of metrics in order to minimize administrative burden.

We developed the SVS with the notion that "what gets measured, gets managed." Sharing cost and clinical data through a value scorecard minimizes the role of imposed constraints and financial incentives in performance improvement, and instead maximizes the role of professional responsibility. Measuring the most important aspects of practice---clinical outcomes and overall costs of care---focuses surgeons' efforts on the big picture and the ultimate goal of improving the value of care we deliver to our patients. Associating the unblinded results with our surgeons led to communal accountability, but also may pose challenges when expanding the model to other environments. Overall, the SVS may represent a helpful tool for improving value by engaging surgeons directly in the creation of a learning health system. We aim to gather additional data, rigorously validate our preliminary findings, and continuously refine our care delivery model based on our results.

*A note from the Editor-in-Chief: We are pleased to present to readers of* Clinical Orthopaedics and Related Research® *the latest* Value-based Healthcare *column (formerly* Orthopaedic Healthcare Worldwide). Value-based Healthcare *explores strategies to enhance the value of musculoskeletal care by improving health outcomes and reducing the overall cost of care delivery. We welcome reader feedback on all of our columns and articles; please send your comments to* *<eic@clinorthop.org>.*
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